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1.0
Documents Reviewed
VCEG Documents Fairfax May 2002

VCEG-PTD0 [Rapp]       Invitation to the Meeting

VCEG-P00 [Rapp]       List of Documents

VCEG-P01 [Rapp]       Report of Fairfax Meeting

VCEG-P02 [Rapp]       Summary of VCEG Actions 2/02 SG16 Mtng

VCEG-P03 [MPEG]       LS to SG16 Regarding JVT [N4658n]

VCEG-P04 [MPEG]       MPEG Prop. Guidelines Carriage AVC [N4714p]

VCEG-P05 [Lindbergh+] Support for JVT Royalty Free Baseline

--- Late Docs ---

VCEG-P06 [Lindbergh]  JVT Profiles Proposal

VCEG-P07 [JVT}          Output document new draft of JVT Codec (JVT-C167)
2.0
Agenda

The agenda items for this meeting consisted of the following as noted in the meeting invitation:

 Coordination with ISO/IEC JTC1/SC29/WG11 (MPEG) regarding video coding work

 Coordination with ITU/ISO/IEC Joint Video Team (JVT) regarding video coding work

 Maintenance, study, and coordination work on prior H.26x standards

 Coordination and planning regarding future video coding requirements

 Other business as necessary for Q.6 consideration

3.0
Persons Attending

To be transferred from hard copy.

4.0
Actions at Meeting

4.1
Chairmanship of the Meeting

The meeting was chaired by Gary Sullivan (Rapporteur – Microsoft/USA) and Thomas Wiegand (Associate Rapporteur – HHI/Germany)

4.2
Review of Activities by SG16 [VCEG-P02]

VCEG noted the summary of activities by the rapporteur on topics of relevance to VCEG at the SG16 meeting in February 2002.  VCEG authorized distributing this document to JVT participants as an ordinary JVT document.

4.2.1
Carriage of User Data in JVT

It was noted that SG16 had suggested that the JVT could serve as registration authority for registered user data to be carried in the H.264 video stream.  It was suggested that also there was an ITU-T Recommendation on the subject of carriage of arbitrary data using regional code and manufacturer code identifiers.  This appeared to be one appropriate way to carry such data.  Post-meeting remark: This seems to be ITU-T Recommendation T.35.

4.3
Liaison Activities with MPEG [VCEG-P03]

The actions regarding the recent liaison statement from ISO/IEC JTC1/SC29/WG11 were discussed with the following comments:

· “AVC” name for the standard – If this is to be an agreed informal name, the additional informal name should be considered as a change to the ToR by SG16 – next meeting of SG16 is October, Geneva.  (Note that AVC is used for the group that developed H.323 in SG16, although this name has faded from use, and that the “AV” prefix is often interpreted as “audio-visual”.)

· Comments on carriage of JVT video in systems: Initial Response from VCEG

· Syntax for bitstream format and packet format within video spec

· Syntax support indication of what is sent – encoder can choose how to use it (e.g., whether to repeat data at slice level or put same data at picture level and send only once per picture)

· Out-of-band precise syntax for signaling of parameter set data should be out of scope of video spec

· In-band parameter set syntax (e.g., for use in bitstream format) should be inside scope of video spec

· Support syntax to distinguish from other video standards in the bitstream format?

· System-specific content not in joint spec (e.g., BCH coding for H.320, how to put video data in)

· Regarding comment 1.4 on duplication of functionalities, we suggest considering whether this goal conflicts with comments 1.2 and 1.3 and the need for simple cross-transport gateway operation.

· Regarding requirements for “IP NAL” (section 2 of WG 11 N4714)

· We note that the jointly-specified video text is expected to specify only a generic packet network format and some external IETF specification will precisely define that IP/RTP encapsulation.  However we agree on the desire to coordinate the work on this encapsulation specification.

· Encapsulation should operate easily with SIP and H.323 systems without requiring any additional systems layer.  Do the framework for the delivery and the usage of MPEG-4 contents over IP-based networks (ISO/IEC 14496-8) and the intent to specify the IP operation as a compatible extension to draft-ietf-avt-mpeg4-simple-01.txt enable this?  We also note that the referenced draft has expired and that at least one new draft draft-ietf-avt-mpeg4-simple-02.txt has been submitted to IETF – is the new submission considered preferred by MPEG?
· Regarding section 3: What, other than unique start codes, is requested to fulfill this stated requirement of compliance with H.262|MPEG-2 high-level syntax?  We agree on the need to ensure no major technical changes to H.222.0.

· Regarding section 4: Should the file format be jointly specified?  If not, this may be an issue to be considered by MPEG rather than JVT.

· Copyright statement (SC29 text or WG11 text – which is currently on the table?): Some comments expressed during the discussion:

· Is it practical to have a mix of some software modules with statements including the boldface text and some not? (two directories?)

· Assumed that the first part of the boldface text in SC29 version ending in the word “thereof” should not be in boldface.

· In WG11 version, change “ISO/IEC have no liability…” to “ITU and ISO/IEC”.

· How to convert from existing code statement to this one – can we remove the prior statement from the existing software?

· Note: ITU has a June meeting scheduled to establish a copyright policy – intent there to close on a policy by 3Q02.

4.4
Royalty-Free Baseline Profile Goal of JVT Project

A contribution [VCEG-P05] was provided by a large number of companies. The companies co-authoring the submission of this contribution included the following:

	Apple Computer, Inc. (USA) 
British Telecommunications plc (UK) 
Broadcom Corp. (USA) 
Cisco Systems, Inc. (USA)
Conexant Systems, Inc. (USA) 
Deutsche Telekom AG (Germany) 
FastVDO LLC (USA) 
Nokia Corp. (Finland) 
Polycom, Inc. (USA) 
RADVISION, Inc. (Israel)
SANDVIDEO (USA)
	Siemens AG (Germany)
Sun Microsystems, Inc. (USA)
Tandberg (Norway) 
Telenor (Norway) 
Teles AG (Germany) 
Texas Instruments, Inc. (USA)
UBVideo (Canada) 
VCON (Israel)
VideoLocus Inc. (Canada) 
ViXS Systems Inc. (Canada)
VWeb Corp. (USA) 


This contribution expressed very strong support for the royalty-free baseline (RFB) profile goal of the JVT project.  In the view of these contributors, the royalty-free baseline goal is critically important for the success of the JVT codec in the marketplace.  The view was expressed that successful developments toward the RFB goal were being achieved over time and that it was important to continue strong support toward achieving that goal.

It was noted that there can likely be no guarantee of the final success of the RFB effort.  Parties appearing with IPR claims and unsupportive terms could appear.  There could therefore be no such guarantees, but it was noted that this is equally true regardless of the RFB.  Parties can always arise making claims, and patent holders can always refuse to license on reasonable terms.  Only goodwill and the common long-term interests of all participants in the market can bring the best final outcome.

It was decided to ask the rapportuers to communicate to the JVT (Monday) that the IPR policy expressed in JVT-C150 including in particular the RFB goal continues to have the support of VCEG.

VCEG has very strong support for the royalty-free baseline profile goal.  No opposition whatsoever to this expression of support was evident within VCEG.

A draft call for IPR information was presented as a working document under draft in MPEG and the experts recommend issuance of such a call for such information.  SG16 management is requested to consider the proposed call text, to coordinate such a call (jointly with WG11 if possible) and to advise on the handling of information provided by patent-holders, and the means to avoid infringement of patent-holder rights.  We note that if necessary to avoid infringement of patents, alteration of the draft baseline profile and other profiles may be necessary.  A proposed draft of a way to handle IPR information call responses was described, and SG16 management is requested to advise on the feasibility of this being the approach taken.

The possibility of the evaluators holding a meeting to assess the responses to the call for information was discussed.  Also the potential need to archive and make available to ITU-T members the responses to the call for information was discussed.  We seek the advice of SG management on these concerns.

We also call the attention of SG management to contribution JVT-C150/VCEG-P05 (latest revision) which illustrates the strength of support for the royalty-free baseline profile goal amongst a significant portion of VCEG membership.

4.5
Profiles and Levels of JVT Codec [JVT-P06]

Review of profile contribution VCEG-P06:

· Profiles should be few and with well-understood requirement

· Proposing baseline and broadcast

· Broadcast is “straw-man” – no commitment from these parties to implement that

· Baseline not supporting 1/8-pel, CABAC, B-pics, SP, 8x8 Intra, small QP, 5 ref pics, 4:2:2, large # bits in MB

· Broadcast adding B pictures, SP pictures, small QP (not 1/8 pel, CABAC, 8x8 Intra, 4:2:2, large # bits in MB)

Review of various profiling schemes: two basic “clumps” seem to appear, SP pictures not generally included.

Principles supported by VCEG to be communicated to JVT:

· Having a minimum # of profiles (definitely not more than three)

· Profiles we can be proud of in terms of coding efficiency

· Suggestion of “B+2” level of memory capability in all profiles

An idea of defining levels in terms of “major levels” and “sub-levels”.  This idea had support in VCEG and was communicated to, and adopted by, the JVT in its production of the new draft for H.26L/H.264.

4.6
Pamphlets on ITU-T SG16 Recommendations

It was noted that ITU-T SG16 had published pamphlets summarizing SG16 multimedia standards.  These pamphlets were distributed to those interested, and VCEG decided to provide those pamphlets to the JVT for distribution at the JVT meeting as a gift from SG16 and VCEG.  These appeared to be greatly appreciated by the JVT participants.

5.0
Closing Session Remarks
We were all well aware at the VCEG closing plenary session of the events of the JVT meeting this week, and the draft design decided upon by the JVT [JVT-C167/VCEG-P07] has our strong support.  In regard to the definition of Profiles and Levels definition in the current draft, there is very strong support expressed in VCEG.

The future stability of this draft text (notwithstanding a strong desire for ongoing aggressive editorial improvement) is emphasized by VCEG for the future work in the JVT.  VCEG suggests the production of “study text” revisions for consideration during the interim period between now and the next meeting of the JVT.

VCEG thanked the host organizations of the USNB to WG11 MPEG, and the sponsors of the social event, including Contentguard, INCITS, MPAA, Microsoft Corporation, NIST, RIAA, and Rightscom for hosting VCEG and the JVT and providing excellent arrangements for our work.
The VCEG meeting was closed at 6:15pm on 10 May 2002.
